ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS ST., SUITE 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1 PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/Cvt. Pau! Barrett 
Premise Name: Eye Care for Animals 


Premise Address: 175 E Fort Lowell Rd 


City; Tucson State: AZ Zip Code: 89705 


Telephone: 5208883177 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT*: 
Name: Mandy Mendoza 


ae 
PROCES so ee —__ 
City: State: os Zip Code: 


Home Telephone: Cell Telephone: 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 


Cc. 


D. 


E. 


PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 


Name: Louis 


Breed/Species: French Bulldog/Canine 


Age: 10 Month Sex: Male Color: Blue and tan 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 

Name: 

Breed/Species: aes 
Age: Sex: Color: 


VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 
Sara Erlichman, DVM, Ophthalmology Resident and Pau! Barrett, DVM. DACVO both of Eye Care for Animals 
175 E Fort Lowell Tucson, AZ 85705 (520)888-3177. 


WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 


direct knowledge regarding ise case. 
JJ (a female, last name not known) ile a tagiee 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 


On 7/3/2019 my puppy Louis (DOB 10/19/2018) 20!b blue and tan French Bulldog was seen by Sara 
Erlichman, DVM, Ophthalmology and technician Rachel G at Eye Care for Animals located at 175 E. Fort 
Lowell Tucson, AZ 85705. Louis was muzzled during his examination. Louis was diagnosed with Deep 
Malacic Corneal Ulcer OS. That same day Louis had emergency surgery on his left eye by Erlichman and 
Surgical Care Assistant Lorenzo. 


On 7/10/2019 Louis returned to Eye Care for Animals for follow up. As directed Louis was given 3/4 of a 
* tablet of Trazodone two hours prior to his appointment. Louis was seen by Paul Barrett, DVM, DACVO 
and technician Rachel G. Louis was muzzled during this examination. 


On 7/24/2019 Louis returned to Eye Care for Animals for follow up. As directed Louis was given 3/4 of a 
tablet of Trazodone two hours prior to his appointment, Louis was seen by Barrett and Technician JJ. 
Louis was muzzled during this examination. 


On 8/28/2019 8:30am Louis had a follow up appointment at EyeCare for Animals. As directed Louis was 
given 1 tablet of Trazodone two hours prior to his appointment. Louis was NOT muzzled on this visit. JJ 
tried to administer drops in Louis eye prior to Barrett walking in the room but was not successful. | 
offered to give the drops as Louis does good at home with the drops. The offer was declined. Barrett 
walked into the room. While attempting to administer the drops Louis bit Barrett. Barrett yelled “Son of 
a Bitch” and stormed out of the room. Barrett returned to the room with a band aid on his finger and 
looked over at me and said, “your dog just bit the tip of my finger off’. There was no blood and just a 
small band aid on Barrett’s finger. Barrett then grabbed Louis and forced him down on the table yelling 
at Louis, “No!, No!, No! you are not the Alpha and your parents should not let you be the Alpha.” This 
was hard to watch but | trusted Barrett and was embarrassed that Louis bit him. | now understand this is 
protocol but feel this should have been done immediately after the bite. This was done after Barrett left 
and returned to the room. Louis did not understand what he was being disciplined for. Barrett’s then 
became more aggressive and seemingly angry. Barrett held Louis in the air with both hands around Louis 
neck choking him. Barrett either said “You are going to meet Jesus” or “You are going to have a talk with 
Jesus”, At this point | realized this was not discipline and Barrett was intentionally harming Louis. His 
actions and words led me to truly believe Barrett was going to kill Louis. JJ the technician tried to pry 
Louis out of Barrett’s hands. Throughout the commotion | was frozen and sat in tears as | could not 
believe what was going on. Barrett completed the examination. | honestly did hear the results. Barrett 
never looked at me or acknowledged how upset | was. Once Barrett left the room JJ immediately said, 
“I’m so sorry, | tried to get him (Louis) out of his (Barrett’s) hands”. JJ then went on to say she was going 
to report Barrett. This confirmed to me this was not normal. The way everyone in the office whispered 
and walked about led me to believe this was not the first incident for Barrett. | was walked to the lobby, 
paid for Louis prescription. When asked by the woman at the front desk to schedule Louis next 
appointment | declined as a result of what Louis and | had just experienced. 


Once in the parking fot | called my husband (Thomas Mendoza) distraught. He could not even 
understand me through my tears. His first instinct was to call the police which | did not realize was an 
option. He was on his way to work and | had a work telcon | had to attend at 9:00am so | agreed to call 
him back. My husband then went into work asked for the day off and went down to Eyecare for Animals 
asking to speak to the office manager. He was told the office manager Sue Frey was not in and he said 
he would wait. My husband was told he could not wait for Frey because they did not know when she 
was going to return. My husband was told he could talk to Barrett. 


In the meantime, | called the office back to obtain information so that | could personally make the 
complaint. | did not want JJ to put her job at risk by filing the complaint herself. 1 was referred to the 
Office Manager Sue Frey who was not in the office. 


When my husband talked to Barrett my husband asked Barrett to tell him what had happened. Barrett 
said your dog bit me. My husband asked why Louis had not been muzzled. Barrett said he thought Louis 
was getting better. Barrett referred to Louis as an aggressive dog. My husband asked well which is it. 
You didn’t muzzle him although you consider Louis an aggressive dog. My husband asked Barrett about 
his unprofessionalism in regard to the profanity used after the bite, “Son of a Bitch”. Barrett denied the 
comment. 


Barrett kept offering to have JJ to come into the room. My husband did not want to involve JJ in fear of 
Barrett's retaliation. Barrett called JJ in. My husband apologized to JJ for putting her in that position. JJ 
confirmed Barrett said “Son of a Bitch” upon being bitten. In regard to the comment of “meeting Jesus” 
or “having a talk with Jesus” JJ could not recall. Later in the lobby JJ approached my husband and said,” 
honestly sir | don’t’ recall much, | was just trying to get Louis away from Barrett.” 


Barrett indicated the conversation was going nowhere, Barrett asked what my husband wanted from 
this conversation. My husband said | think you owe my wife an apology for acting unprofessionally. 
Barrett said he did not act unprofessional. My husband then brought it up again that he cursed, JJ 
confirmed he cursed, and Barrett shrugged his shoulders. My husband indicated all he wanted to do was 
know who he had to speak to in order to make a formal complaint. Barrett indicated he would get that 
information. The front desk gave my husband Frey’s business card and JJ wrote down the phone number 
for Karen Webster on the card who my husband was told was the CEO of Eyecare for Animals. 


JJ was very apologetic and made sure to tell my husband to tell me she was sorry for what happened. JJ 
then gave my husband a recap that Louis was doing fine. Before my husband left, the women at the 
front counter and JJ reassured my husband that Dr. Merideth was a good and competent Doctor and we 
would be happy with him if we wanted to continue Louis treatment there. 


| spoke to Karen Webster on 8/21/2019 at 11:29am for 22 mins and 37 secs. Webster indicated she was 
not aware of Barrett’s bite as it not been reported. Webster apologized and indicated an investigation 
would be conducted. 


My primary concern is that my relatively small and young puppy could have been seriously injured or 
killed because of Barrett's lack of protocol (aggressive animal) and Barrett's aggression and anger 
toward my puppy after Barrett exited and reentered the room. Since this incident Louis is skittish 
toward my husband and son and runs away from them and hides under a chair when they try to pet 
him. Louis has been traumatized as direct result of his experience with Barrett. 
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Diptomates, American College of Veterinary Ophthalmologists 
Paul Barrett, DVM + Reuben Merideth. DVM 


Ophthalmology Resident 
Sara Erlichman, DVM 


A narrative for the Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examination Board for Dr, Paul Barrett about Louis 
Mendoza, owned by Mandy Mendoza. 


Louls was first examined by myself and Dr. Sara Erlichman on July 10, 2019. This was a post-operative 
examination from a surgery Louis had on 7/3/19 with Dr. Erlichman, At that time, his conjunctival pedicle graft 
was healing nicely and we were not able to diagnostics because he was too fractious. Medications were tapered 
and a re-examination was recommended for 2 weeks. 


Louls was examined again on 7/24/19 by myself, at that time we were able to get a fluorescein stain on 
the surface of the eye but no other diagnostic tests. His graft was healing nicely and was ready for a medication 
transition to a topical anti-inflammatory medication and a re-examination was recommended for 1 month. 


Louls was presented for a re-examination on 8/21/19, At that time, we were able to obtain Schirmer’s 
tear test strip OD and fluorescein OU. The graft was healing nicely and incorporated in the cornea. The topical 
anti-inflammatories had began to decrease the size of and the thickness of the graft and he was doing well. We 
recommended doing topical Gentocin Durafilm with re-examination in 1 month. 


At this examination on 8/21/19, Louis was not muzzled based on the facts that the owner, Mrs. Mandy 
Mendoza, stated he was being much more cooperative getting his topical medications and they could actually 
do this at home. That is why we attempted to do diagnostic testing at this time, however, Louis did bite the tip 
of my thumb quite severely at this exam, which induced a puncture wound on the inside of my thumb tip and 
immediate penetration blood blister under my thumb nail. | did attempt to discipline Louis to cease his biting 
activity, because he hadn’t been disciplined previously, which included placing him on his back, holding my hand 
at his throat giving commands, “No, no, no.” After completing the examination, Mrs. Mendoza was very upset, 
but did take her medication instructions and Louis home.-Approximately one hour later, Mr. Mendoza appeared 
in the office and wanted to know what happened. | stood with him in one of our exam rooms and discussed the 
situation that had happened, which was at 11:30 am 8/21/19. | was not able to console Mr. Mendoza or answer 
his concerns. He asked for information on filing a formal complaint. We provided him with that information. 


Paul M. Barrett, DVM, DAVCO 
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INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Board 


FROM: AM Investigative Committee: Robert Kritsberg, DVM - Chair 
Christina Tran, DVM 
Carolyn Ratajack 
Jarrod Butler, DVM 
Steve Seiler 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Dawn Halbrook — Compliance Specialist 
Mary Williams — Assistant Attorney General 


RE: Case: 20-15 — 
Complainant(s): Mandy Mendoza 
Respondent(s): Paul Barrett, D.V.M. (License: 2023) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 8/29/19 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 11/5/19 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised September 
Board IIR: 1/15/20 2013 (Yellow). 


On August 21, 2019, “Louis,” a 10-month-old male French Bulldog was presented to 
Respondent for a recheck eye exam. The dog bit Respondent when attempting to place eye 
drops into the dog's eyes. 

According to Complainant, Respondent used profanity, then inappropriately disciplined 
the dog by holding him in the air and choking him with both hands. 


Complainant was noticed and appeared. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared telephonically. Counsel, W. Reed Campbell, was present. 
Witness, technical staff member, JJ Bishop, appeared telephonically. 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
e Complainant(s} narrative: Mandy Mendoza 
e Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Paul Barrett, DVM 
e Witness(es) statement: JJ Bishop 
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PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On July 3, 2019, the dog was presented to Respondents associate, Dr. Erlichman, and was 
diagnosed with deep malacic corneal ulcer in the left eye; conjunctival pedicle graft was 
performed that day. The dog was noted in the medical record as fractious when handled. Later 
' that day, the dog was discharged with medications, topical eye drops and oral medications. 


2. On July 10, 2019, the dog was presented to Respondent and Dr. Erlichman for a recheck 
exam. Complainant administered Trazadone 50mg, % tablet 2 hours prior to the visit as 
instructed. She had been administering the dog's medications — topical and oral. Vitals and 
diagnostics were not performed due to the dog's temperament. The dog was muzzied and 
Respondent noted that the eye was healing nicely from the surgery. 


3. On July 24, 2019, the dog was presented to Respondent for a recheck exam. Complainant 
had again administered the dog Trazadone prior to the visit as instructed. The dog was muzzled 
during the exam. The dog had a weight = 20.3 pounds, unable to obtain temperature, pulse rate 
= 120bpm and a respiration rate = 60rpm. The dog's eye was healing well and Complainant was 
instructed to continue eye drops and recheck in one month. 


4, On August 21, 2019, the dog was presented to Respondent for a recheck. Complainant had 
given the dog 1 50mg Trazadone two hours prior to the exam. The dog was not muzzled — 
Respondent stated he did not muzzle the dog due to Complainant reporting that the dog was 
getting better about the topical medications being administered at home. The dog had a 
weight = 21.5 pounds, no temperature — unable, a pulse rate = 130bpm and a respiration rate = 
pant. 


5. Technical staff, Ms. Bishop (JJ), attempted to administer drops into the dog's eye prior to 
Respondent entering the exam room but was unsuccessful. Complainant offered to place the 
drops in the dog's eyes — the offer was declined. According to Complainant, Respondent 
entered the exam room and attempted to place the eye drops in the dog’s eye — the dog bit 
Respondent, Respondent yelled “son of a bitch" and exited the room. When Respondent 
returned, he had a smail bandage on his finger and told Complainant that the dog bit the tip of 
his finger off. Respondent then grabbed the dog, forced him on the table and yelled at the dog 
— “No, no, no! You are not the alpha and your parents should not let you be the alpha.” 
Complainant stated that it was hard to watch but trusted Respondent and was embarrassed the 
dog bit him. She did feel that the discipline should have occurred immediately after the bite 
however, not after Respondent returned to the room. 


6. Complainant continued that Respondent became more aggressive and seemingly angry. He 
held the dog in the air with both hands around the dog's neck choking him. According to 
Complainant, Respondent said, “you are going to meet Jesus” or “you are going to have a talk 
with Jesus.” Complainant realized this was no longer discipline and Respondent was intentionally 
hurting the dog. Ms. Bishop was trying to get the dog from Respondent's hands. Complainant 
stated she was frozen, sat in tears and was in disbelief. 


7. Respondent finished the exam on the dog and left the room. Ms. Bishop apologized to 
Complainant and stated she would be reporting the incident. Complainant paid for the dog's 
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prescription and left, declining to set up another recheck exam. 


8. According to Respondent, after the dog bit him, he did attempt to discipline the dog by 
placing the dog on his back and holding his hand over the dog's throat while giving the 
command, “no, no, no." Ms. Bishop's statement reads that after the dog bit Respondent, he 
swore and left the room. When Respondent returned, he forced the dog on his back by his neck 
and yelled “no” multiple times in the dog’s face while holding his neck. Ms. Bishop attempted to 
get the dog away from Respondent as he was extremely upset, but he would not let her. 
Eventually, Respondent stopped and gave the dog to Ms. Bishop. Respondent finished the exam 
and left the room. Complainant was very upset. 


9. Complainant had phoned her husband after leaving the building and later he went to the 
premises to speak with Respondent. Mr. Mendoza asked Respondent to apologize to his wife, 
Complainant, for his unprofessional conduct. Respondent aid not feel he acted unprofessionally; 
therefore Mr. Mendoza got contact information for the premises CEO so he could file a 
complaint through the corporation. 


10. Complainant did speak with the premises CEO who apologized and indicated an 
investigation would be conducted. Complainant reported that the dog has been traumatized 
by the incident and is skittish toward her husband and son. 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that it can be shocking to be bit by an animal and there can be a 
reflex reaction to control the situation. In this case, Respondent left the room for several minutes 
and then attempted to discipline the dog when he returned. The dog was not associating the 
discipline with the bad behavior at that point — which can worsen the dog's behavior. 
Respondent did not explain to Complainant what was happening. The technical staff member 
was also concerned with Respondent's aggressive behavior. 


The Committee relayed that the dog was historically aggressive and there is a responsibility to 
protect not only yourself, but staff, despite a pet owner telling you the animal has improved; a 
muzzle should have been placed on the dog prior to evaluation and treatment. 

The veterinary Committee members commented they were taught the behavior modification 
Respondent used was not an appropriate technique and could cause a more dangerous 
situation with an aggressive animal. Additionally, brachycephalic breeds are more susceptible 
to trauma when grabbing them around the neck. 

COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 

The Committee concluded that possible violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 


Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board find: 
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ARS § 32-2232 (12) as it relates to AAC R3-11-501 (1) for failure to show respect to the pet 
owner through courteous verbal interchange; and failure to provide professionally 
acceptable procedures due to Respondent's conduct, the behavior modification 
technique, the amount of time that passed between the bite and the behavior 
modification, and the decision to not muzzle a known aggressive dog. 


Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 5 to 0. 


The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 
complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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